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if not partially caused by men's ideas about what constitutes legitimate government.
In view of the importance of the concept of legitimacy for political thought and action, an examination of the concept itself seems advisable. One recent attempt to define legitimacy has been made by Carl J. Friedrich, who states that the "question of legitimacy" is the "question of fact whether a given rulership is believed to be based on good title by most men subject to it." 6 This definition seems straightforward and agreeable; indeed, its most striking quality is, as definitions go, its clarity.
The meaning of most of its phrases is fairly simple. "Rulership" includes both the type of government and the specific individuals exercising political power. "Believed to be based" signifies that Friedrich is concerned with the opinions or feelings of men, and not, for instance, with what men ought to think or with any quasi-Platonic form of Truth. "By most men" indicates that the feelings of the majority are the determining factor. "Subject to it" asserts that only those persons subject to the rulership are to be considered; men not subject to the rulership are irrelevant to this definition "Title" may be considered as the reasons for or justifications of the ruler's ascension to and continuation in rulership; such "title" is "good" if it is congruent with the beliefs of most men. In different epochs and countries, the "beliefs of most men" about exactly what constitutes "good title" have varied widely from anointment (in some mysterious way) by the Lord or gods, to popular election in accord with clearly prescribed constitutional law, to coup d'etat, to resounding promises of future national glory. To his definition, Friedrich adds many clarifications and implications, none of which materially modifies it. His most important additional assertion is that legitimacy does not necessarily equal legality.7 Friedrich's definition of legitimacy, in short, is concise and clear; further, it is a definition which many moder Western democrats and political scientists might well be inclined to accept as "accurate" or "scientific" in some sense.8 6. Friedrich, Man and His Government, p. 234. 7. Loc. cit. This short discussion is a concise statement of the relationship between legality and legitimacy.
8. Friedrich's definition is almost identical with two other common, modern social science definitions of legitimacy: Lipset's, for whom legitimacy "involves the belief that the existing political institutions are the most appropriate ones for the society" (Political Man, p. 64); and Easton's, for whom legitimacy is "the conviction on the part of the member that it is right and proper... to accept and obey the authorities" (A Systems Analysis of Political Life, p. 278). Lipset's and Easton's definitions are among those referred to below as "Friedrich-like" definitions.
II.
But, from the point of view of a scientific political science, there are some serious objections to the assertion that the "quest of legitimacy is the question of fact whether a given rulership is believed to be based on good title by most men subject to it." For Friedrich's definition, despite its neutral, factual, and scientific appearance, actually conceals three evaluative decisions, three cases where Friedrich has chosen, arbitrarily and silently, one alternative from a range of possibilities.
One evaluative decision is found in Friedrich's phrase "men subject to [the given rulership]." This phrase states that only the subjects of the rulership-and not the inhabitants or governments of other countriescan determine the legitimacy of the country's rulership. In contrast to Friedrich's choice, however, Raymond Polin, a member of a recent symposium on "the idea of legitimacy," has argued that a rulership, in order to be fully legitimate, must be viewed as legitimate by other governments.9 Moreover, history teems with examples of men who thought that the opinion of a nation about its government's legitimacy was neither necessary nor sufficient to make that government legitimate. Metternich, for instance, thought that-regardless of the opinion of the majority in any given nation-the great powers could and should decide the legitimate ruler of any country. Attitudes similar to Metternich's have continued through this century; Vietnam and Czechoslovakia provide recent examples.
For some persons, then, legitimacy is dependent partially if not entirely on the opinions of other nations; Friedrich, along with many others, asserts the "national self-determination" of legitimacy. A definition of legitimacy must choose among defining legitimacy as completely, partially, or not at all dependent upon the opinions of other nations.
Friedrich's second major evaluative decision is found in his words "by most men"; for Friedrich, legitimacy rests in the majority's opinion. But many other theorists and actors have found the bases of legitimacy elsewhere than in the opinion of the majority. Burke, for instance, saw legitimacy as based on tradition, or "prescription": Nor are the judgments of tradition or of God the only sources of legitimacy different from Friedrich's; the preponderant opinion of the aristocracy, the white persons, or the males in a society has frequently been used as the criterion of legitimacy.
In defining legitimacy, then, a decision must be made about which group (or individual or source) decides whether a government is legitimate. Friedrich has "solved" the problem by choosing the group most appealing, on ideological grounds, to himself and his potential readers; he has chosen a "democratic definition" of legitimacy. That Friedrich's choice is ideologically appealing, however, does not affect the fact that he has made a choice from among the large variety of possible groups, a choice different from the choices of many other theorists and actors.
Friedrich's third choice is his evaluative decision to ignore values as a criterion of legitimacy. For Friedrich, a government does not have to be good, just, constitutional, peaceful, etc., in order to be legitimate; any rulership, regardless of its ethics and intentions, needs only belief in its good title by most of its subjects to be legitimate. Many other persons, however, have considered the possession of a certain quality or the pursuit of a certain value (or set of values) as a necessary condition for the legitimacy of the rulership.
For some, possession of a certain quality is essential. For Aristotle, theoreticians of feudalism, and Muslims, one requisite quality is the ruler's submission to the rule of law. For the Pope, Jesuits, and faithful Roman Catholics of England after 1570, Queen Elizabeth lacked the necessary quality, Roman Catholicism, and so was illegitimate. Others have sug-gested pursuit of certain values as the criterion of legitimacy. The Declaration of Independence asserted-as have many later theoristsl2-the securing of "certain unalienable rights" of man as the criterion. Hitler saw Weimar Germany as illegitimate because it did not establish the glories of Germany.
In the face of definitions in which the possession or pursuit of values is a necessary condition for legitimate rulership, Friedrich has excluded values from his definition. His decision is consistent both with the subtitle of his book and with post-Weberian social science. Nevertheless, it is an exclusion which makes his definition very different from many other definitions of legitimacy.
The above argument, in its most generalized form, asserts simply that all definitions of legitimacy involve making evalutive decisions, and that, in the case of Friedrich and most other modern social scientists,13 these decisions are made implicitly, unconsciously, and arbitrarily. Indeed, there is an outline which all definitions of legitimacy follow, although some leave certain criteria blank, and some make more than one entry under some criteria:
A rulership is legitimate if and only if: 1. it is based on the beliefs of (one or more of the following groups; the first and second evaluative decisions in the above argument) a) (all or some) other nations, states, or persons b) the people unanimous c) a majority of the people d) a majority of some portion of the people e) the king, dictator, etc. f) tradition, ancestors, prescription, etc. g) God h) other i) none or irrelevant 2. it has (any one or more of the following classes of norms; the third evaluative decision above) a) possession of a certain quality (or qualities) b) pursuit of a certain value (or set of values) c) none or irrelevant Any traditional definition of legitimacy can be placed in this outline.
12. For example, Paul Bastid, "L'idee de legitimit6," in L'ldee de Legitimite, p. 11.
13. For example, the Friedrich-like definitions quoted in note 8, above.
Equally, however, any definition of legitimacy appears to involve choices among the distinct possibilities listed in the above outline, choices which have been made differently by different persons at different times. One common objection might be made to the above argument. It might be argued that in the twentieth century men are no longer concerned with definitions of legitimacy based on divine right of kings or other outdated historical notions, and that therefore the argument is irrelevant, even if logically true. For, it could be asserted, democratic definitions of legitimacy-definitions similar to Friedrich's-have such a large following or consensus today that they ought to be accepted.
To some extent, the objection seems valid. Few persons expect governments today to base their claim to legitimacy on the divine right of kings or on descent from the sun goddess. On the other hand, the Spanish Pretender, Don Juan de Borbon y Battenburg, recently affirmed that his "duties and rights" as claimant to the Spanish throne were "irreversible and unrenounceable." 14 Of greater political significance, de Gaulle maintained that legitimacy resides not in majority opinion but in the existence of qualities tending to unite, rather than divide, the state.15 Hitler partially based his legitimacy on racism and "Germany's destiny"; Communist governments partially base their legitimacy-and the illegitimacy of popularly elected capitalistic governments-on the dialectic of history. Although most modern dictators since Napoleon I and Napoleon III have held plebiscites or elections to show their "popular support," it is doubtful that they regarded themselves as legitimate solely because their subjects thought they were. In practice, the modern democratic definition of legitimacy is not pervasive even today.
Furthermore, some contemporary theorists are critical of democratic definitions of legitimacy and wish them replaced. At one extreme among contemporaries is Hans Kelsen, a legal positivist, who argues that the principle of legitimacy signifies that the validity of a system of laws "is determined only by the order to which it applies." 16 At the other extreme, Robert Paul Wolff has devoted at least one book to explaining that there exists no alternative but to "categorically deny any claim to legitimate authority by one man over another." 17 21. This definition of legitimacy is intended for political scientists. As such, it is merely a special case of the definition of legitimacy applicable to all behavioral "The value pattern22 of the society" is the specification, ranking, and ordering of that which the society esteems and seeks, in a world of scarcity where there are limits and costs to what can be esteemed, sought, and obtained. The value pattern of society is the generalized criteria of desirability, the standards for evaluation, the normative priorities, for the society. In non-Lasswellean language, the value pattern of the society is similar to the historian's national character, to the subject matter of cultural anthropology, to the political scientist's "civic culture" and political culture. A society's value pattern specifies, for each Lasswellean value, the particular modes to be sought; for example, for fifth-century Athens, Enlightenment consisted at least partially of knowledge of the "fine arts"; in her contemporary Sparta, Enlightement was primarily knowledge of the "arts of war." Since many particular modes are sought, a society's value pattern also ranks each mode; ancient Athens too pursued the "arts of war," but esteemed them much less than the "fine arts." Finally, since all societies seek some of each of the eight Lasswellean values, the specified and ranked modes of each value must be ordered with the other Lasswellean values by the society, so as to establish that society's idea of the relationship among all its values, including the determination of its most important, or "key," values. This ordering process, of course, may not be conscious; its results need not be mutually consistent. In sum, the value pattern of a society might be likened to the value pattern or character of an individual; the value pattern of a society is the character of the society.
"Governmental output" is a broad phrase; for governmental output includes not only the promulgated laws but any action of the government that has an effect on the society: for example, declarations of war; suppression of riots; executive fiats; Henry II's private statement "Who will rid me of this man [Becket]?"; even intragovernment communications which eventually affect the society, such as verbal directives or memoranda suggesting "benign neglect."
But it is the results-or the impacts-of governmental output, not science: the compatibility of a value-pursuing course of action with the value pattern of the actor. The results of governmental output must be "compatible with" the value pattern of society. Compatibility assures the maintenance and continuation of the society, by preventing value schizophrenia, value contradictions, and self-destruction. "Compatible with" does not require that the results of governmental output be exactly congruent with the value pattern of the society; but "compatible with" does imply that the results must be within a certain range of deviance from the existing societal value pattern. At a given time, there is probably a very large set of "results of governmental output" which is compatible with the value pattern of the society; but there are also many results which would pursue values so different from the society's values as to be incompatible. For instance, the American government in the fifties had a large number of alternative policies for regulating business, from complete laissez faire to full nationalization. If the government adopted either extreme, its act would have been incompatible with the value pattern of the society; but the regulatory policies it adopted were largely compatible with the then value pattern of the American society.
But one important modification must be made in my definition. Legitimacy cannot be limited to compatibility only with the value pattern of society; the results of governmental output may be compatible or incom- patible-and the government thus legitimate or illegitimate-with reference not only to the value pattern of society but also to the value patterns of groups within the society, the value patterns of individuals, and the value patterns of other societies.-4 Societies are diverse internally; and governmental output influences or impinges upon other societies. The society is, after all, only one of the many systems affected by governmental output; many other systems, with differing value patterns, are affected.
Thus, the definition of legitimacy must be expanded: legitimacy is the compatibility of the results of governmental output with the value patterns of the relevant systems. "Relevant systems" are simply those systems on or in which the results of governmental output are felt. In order to be legitimate, a government must have output whose results are compatible with at least four levels of systems: the international system, the society, groups within the society, and individuals within the society.
This definition has some interesting and important implications. In the first place, the defintion of legitimacy is "objective" in that legitimacy does not depend at all upon the feelings of the people (or the aristocracy, the king, etc.) about the "legitimacy" of the government. The legitimacy or illegitimacy of a government is a matter not of popular opinion nor of belief about the "appropriateness" or "good title" of the government; legitimacy relates to the objective compatibility between the value patterns of the relevant systems and the results of governmental output.
Second, there is a set of implications in terms of determining the legitimacy or illegitimacy of any particular government. Because systems need not have the same characteristics as their components, because societies are diverse, the results of governmental output may be compatible with the value pattern of one system but incompatible with the value patterns of other systems. To imagine that every result of every governmental output can or will be compatible with the value patterns of all relevant systems is naive or utopian; indeed, outside of apolitical, conflict-free polities which are real only in imaginative minds, some illegitimacy is inevitable. Thus, legitimacy is not a dichotomous attribute-either present or absent, a gov-24. A radical individualist may doubt the existence of societies or groups as sysstems with discernible value patterns; certainly the Gallup Poll, for instance, continually points up disagreements within a society or group. While the issues are part of a debate too complex fully to be considered, three points might be noted. One: on many issues, it is possible to find the societal preference; drastically oversimplified, whenever opinions on an issue approximate a normal curve, the societal preference is the mid-point. Two: on some issues, where opinion is distributed nonnormally, no societal value pattern may exist (or it may be bifurcated). Three: even if radical individualists are correct, my definition still holds, but with three empty sets (the society, groups therein, and other societies). ernment as either legitimate or illegitimate. Legitimacy, rather, varies along a continuum.
The degree of legitimacy of a government is a function both of the results of governmental output-results which may be intentionally or unintentionally contrary to the value patterns of some systems-and of the value patterns of the relevant systems. There are a large number of different systems within the lower two system levels of groups and of individuals. These many groups and individuals may-and usually do-have different and perhaps even contradictory value patterns, as do, for example, Italian Communists and Italian Monarchists or Northern Irish Protestants and Northern Irish Roman Catholics (groups) and as did, for example, Lenin and Czar Nicholas II (individuals). To the extent that individuals' and groups' value patterns differ markedly, there must be some incompatibility with the results of governmental output, and, therefore, some illegitimacy.
Indeed, since legitimacy is related to the value patterns of a society, it is possible to imagine a society in which legitimacy could not exist because the society's value pattern is bifurcated, too chaotic, or too contradictory, or especially because different portions of the society strongly hold different value patterns with different key values, as in the United States in 1860-1861, Pakistan in 1971-1972, and Northern Ireland still. In such cases, the results of almost any governmental output are compatible with some but incompatible with many value patterns; no matter what the results of governmental output, the degree of legitimacy in terms of groups and individuals is low. In short, some societies are so diverse that even low legitimacy is impossible; in almost all societies some illegitimacy exists. Legitimacy is a matter of degree.
As a third set of implications, although legitimacy is always a matter of degree, legitimacy is nonetheless a desirable property from the point of view of both the government and the society. A government benefits by being legitimate: by staying within the limits of compatibility with the value patterns of the relevant systems, the government is able to exercise power and allocate values with least cost, for few feel threatened, and with the greatest support, for most agree. The costs of governing are thus minimized for the government.
And the costs of governing are minimized for the society-and its component groups and individuals as well-when the government is legitimate. For governmental legitimacy assures society and its members that what they think important and valuable will not be contradicted or subverted by the government, and that their value patterns will be respected, maintained, and probably enhanced. Thus, for each actor the costs of anxiety and the costs of maintaining his value pattern are lessened. Further, the assurance provides a framework within which the actors can plan and act with the expectation that the government will honor their commitments and will uphold rather than impinge upon their value patterns.
But legitimacy is not only or even primarily a guarantor of stability; the demand for legitimacy can, depending on the empirical circumstances, favor either continuity or change. A reform can increase legitimacy by reducing the incompatibility between output results and value patterns; indeed, in some cases reform is the only compatible or by far the most compatible governmental output result, and thus the only way to a high degree of legitimacy for a specific government in a specific situation. Furthermore, the value pattern of a society changes over time-for example, the definition of well-being changes from "what you can get in free market competition" to "social responsibility for welfare programs." This societal evolution demands change in governmental output results if the government is to remain legitimate-for example, a movement towards a welfare state. Legitimacy also demands change where the society is so divided that there is much disagreement among groups and individuals, and perhaps so much intense disagreement that no societal value pattern can even be said to exist, as may have recently been the case in this country about the Vietnam conflict. Then governmental output results must change if societal divisions are to be lessened and the government is to regain a substantial degree of legitimacy.
Revolutions, as well, can be legitimate or illegitimate. Revolutions are in general predicated on the idea that the future government will be (in some way) "better" than the existing government. A legitimate revolution, then, would be a revolution that overthrows a government whose future output results have a high probability of being illegitimate; or, to be more precise, a legitimate revolution overthrows one government and replaces it with another, where the future output results of the new government have a higher probability of being legitimate than the future output results of the old regime. The English Revolution of 1688 is an excellent example of legitimate revolution.
Further, the value patterns of a society may themselves change during and after a revolution (and indeed during and after reform), so that a revolution's result can be one which at the beginning of the revolution would have been illegitimate but which, after the transformation of the value pattern during the revolution, becomes legitimate by the end of the revolution. This may have been the case in the United States during the Revolutionary War era: independence from Britain was probably not demanded by the value patterns of most colonists as late as 1774 or 1775, but the events of those years so changed their value patterns that by mid-1776 independence had become a legitimate course of action. To use a more recent example, and one related to reform, the New Deal era produced a change in attitudes and value patterns such that the reforms of the New Deal were, by the Eisenhower presidency, compatible with the value patterns of more individuals and groups than the New Deal measures had been before World War II.
As a final implication to be noted, judgments about legitimacy have a two-fold relation to time. In the first place, judgments of the legitimacy of past governments can consider the past governments not only at one point in time but also over a period of time. For instance, at various points in time between 1933 and 1945, Hitler's regime may even have been legitimate to a large extent. But the judgment of legitimacy can consider the regime as a whole, that is, can consider all twelve years together, and conclude with little trouble that Hitler's regime was illegitimate.
In the second place, however, statements about the legitimacy of present governments obviously cannot consider the regime as a whole-since the regime is continuing into the unknown future. Judgments of the legitimacy of present regimes, therefore, involve an element of prediction about the future. At times, however, these predictions about the future are not overwhelmingly difficult; for instance, a perceptive observer in 1941 could have foretold the illegitimacy of the military regime in Japan, with a high degree of probable accuracy.
IV.
In sum, then, legitimacy is the compatibility of the results of governmental output with the value patterns of the relevant systems. This definition has many implications, some of which have been discussed. First, legitimacy is dependent not upon popular feelings about the government but on the compatibility between output and values. Second, legitimacy thus depends both on governmental output and on value patterns; as a result, it is a matter of degree, and in some circumstances perhaps it is unobtainable. Third, legitimacy is nonetheless desirable, for both governments and citizens; but legitimacy is not always nor only the property of existing governmental policies, for reform and even revolution may be legitimate. Fourth, judgments of legitimacy can be made both at one point in time and for a period of time. The definition has one further implication to be considered at length: that there exists some "absolute" standards implicit in the definition of legitimacy.
Human beings are value-seeking organisms; this statement can be considered to be a tautology, with the second half being an empirical generalization from universal experience. It may prove to be the case that human beings cannot exist without a minimum level of each of the eight Lasswel-lean values;2.5 in order to obtain Enlightenment, for instance, at least some Skill, Well-Being, etc. are necessary. (This statement is an empirically verifiable proposition.) Ergo, human beings must attain a minimum level of each of the eight values.
The implication of the above simple syllogism for legitimacy is plain: a government would be illegitimate if the result of its output reduced any of the eight Lasswellean values below the minimum level.
Unfortunately, this "absolute" is severely limited. For the minimal level of each value is probably so low that only the most tyrannical governments have approached going below the minimal level for the society as a whole. Perhaps it is possible to push the "absolute" another step.
Let me start by going a half-step back. It is possible to imagine human beings in a situation where this "absolute" does not hold: Rousseau's state of nature.6 In Rousseau's state of nature, man did require some WellBeing, Wealth, Skill, and Enlightenment. But Rousseau's savage did not require any of the deference values of Power (for if he were attacked by a stronger he would run), Rectitude (for he had no sense of right and wrong), Respect, and even, as an adult, Affection. Once someone "fenced off a plot of ground, took it into his head to say this is mine," and founded civil society, however, the situation changed; deference values became a necessary attainment of human beings.27
Rousseau's analysis suggests that this "absolute" may indeed change over time, or that it may have changed at least once. I suggest that in fact this "absolute" does change over time, but in a fairly consistent and predictable way. The minimum value requirement of the savage just out of Rousseau's state of nature was less than a Roman's minimum value requirement, and likewise the Roman's was less than a modern Englishman's minimum value requirement. The reason for the change in the minimum requirement of each Lasswellean value is that-as human knowledge, wealth, skill, etc., have increased-humans have come to pursue more difficult and more sophisticated specific modes and variants of each value. For instance, the Enlightenment that humans seek today is more complex and more difficult to obtain than the Enlightenment sought by the Roman or by the savage. And, as men seek more difficult and more sophisticated 
modes of a value, their minimum requirement of the other Lasswellean values increases.
Drastically oversimplified, the above arguments suggest that: 1) increased knowledge, wealth, skill, etc. lead to 2) more difficult and more sophisticated key value pursuit, which leads to 3) higher minimum requirements of the other values (in order to sustain the more difficult and more sophisticated key value pursuit).
Theoretically, at least, the argument is empirically verifiable. If the argument is valid, the result is an "absolute" minimum value requirement which admittedly changes over time, according to the society's level and amount of knowledge, wealth, skill, etc., and according to the key value sought by the society.28 Moreover, the implication for legitimacy is: that a government cannot produce output which results in lowering any Lasswellean value to the point where the society's pursuit of its key value(s) is crippled or rendered impossible, without the government's becoming illegitimate.
An example may clarify this. A modern country may value and seek Enlightenment (in the sense of scientific and humanistic knowledge) very highly; but, if that government limits the opportunity for Enlightenment solely to the rich (that is, those who have a certain level of Wealth) and effectively prevents the poor from obtaining Enlightenment, the government is crippling the pursuit of its key value Enlightenment by effectively prohibiting the many poor (but possibly brilliant) individuals from adding to the Enlightenment of the country. In absolute terms, the government is illegitimate because it allows the distribution of Wealth to cripple the quest for Enlightenment.
A further point must be noted. The above example relies in part on the idea of "regression towards the mean" in intelligence, for example, the children of the natural aristocracy are not, on the average, as brilliant as their parents. Until the idea of "regression towards the mean" was discovered, and until it was applied to intelligence, people could not be certain that limiting the facilities for Enlightenment did in fact cripple the quest for Enlightenment. Just as the discovery of the regression towards the mean in intelligence allows a relationship to be made between Enlightenment and Wealth, so too do and will other discoveries of the modern sciences enable other relationships to be made. Many of these relation-ships may turn out to be potential "absolutes" in a definition of legitimacy.
In short, in a society whose key values are highly developed, the pursuit of these key values requires a high degree of pursuit and attainment of the other, non-key values. In modern societies-with highly developed key values, with much differentiation, division of labor, and interdependence, so that much development of non-key values is necessary-the "absolute" legitimacy of the government depends upon its output maintaining-or placing-the pursuit of those non-key values on a high enough level so that pursuit of the key value is unhampered.29 Likewise, in modern societies-where the increase of knowledge, particularly knowledge of man, frequently indicates new dimensions of the interdependence among aspects of human life and surroundings-the knowledge of interdependencies between key values and non-key values is increasing. The result is that modern societies both demand and know of more interdependencies between key and non-key values; they thus insist that non-key value pursuit be high, and thus are able through knowledge to demand non-key value pursuit be high. The result is that, in modern societies, the absolute standard of legitimacy is far higher than it was for Rousseau's savages, for the Romans, for the nineteenth-century Englishmen. The absolute standard of legitimacy which today's government must meet is thus high. In the first place, the consideration of value patterns of different systems and system levels does provide an excellent way to avoid the need arbitrarily to stipulate the reference group that has the "final say" about legitimacy. For, in my definition, "reference group" is replaced by "relevant systems." In my definition, whenever governmental output is perceived to affect some systems, legitimacy is defined in terms of compatibility with those systems. To choose one system as the sole judge of legitimacy is to be arbitrary. To say that the value patterns of all systems, all reference groups may be the criteria of legitimacy and in fact are the criteria of legitimacy whenever they see their value patterns affected by governmental output-to do this is to replace arbitrary stipulation of one reference group with universal consideration of all systems.
Second, my definition clearly distinguishes legitimacy from the general feeling of citizens about their government, with the results that my definition of legitimacy, unlike the Friedrich-like definitions of modern social science, is a definition with criteria, a definition that contains the traditional and the common-usage conception of legitimacy as associated with "rightful," and a definition which does not overlap with other important categories of political analysis.
The Friedrich-like definitions of modern social science are overly broad. They tend to judge legitimate the government of any society characterized by minimal order and/or stability. Also, a charismatic leader beloved by most of his people for his style and rhetoric, who leads his country to national destruction-a Hitler-is legitimate if legitimacy be defined in terms of popular attitudes. Furthermore, if only popular attitudes matter, then in effect that government is most legitimate which propagandizes most effectively, which socializes most efficiently, which manipulates public opinion best. Finally, if legitimacy centers in the nature and processes of authority, in "good title," then any policy-from the most humane through the most tyrannical-is legitimate if carried out by a government with "good title" operating within "the most appropriate institutions." 30 While the Friedrich-like definitions consider as legitimate a very extensive range of governments, my definition can discriminate and adjudge illegitimate the tyrannical policies of government with "good title" to authority, the lying propaganda that contradicts the value patterns of the society, the Hitler who leads to the destruction of value patterns, and the government whose minimal order-keeping is not compatible with the demands for order and progress from the value patterns of the society. Where the Friedrich-like definitions cannot discriminate, my definition does.
As the above examples indicate, my definition is closer to the ordinary usage of legitimacy as "rightful" or "just" in some sense; for a definition that sees Hitler as legitimate, as do the Friedrich-like definitions, is surely far out of touch with the common usage of legitimacy, no matter how close it may be to current social science usage. And, my definition does not overlap other important analytic concepts. The Friedrich-like definitions are closely related to stability, consent and acquiescence, and diffuse support. My definition, on the other hand, is distinct from these aspects of political life. The concepts of analysis that seem close to my definitioneffectiveness and responsiveness-differ significantly from my definition of legitimacy. For both effectiveness and responsiveness are usually defined as subjective terms, that is, so that a government is effective and responsive if its impacts conform to the citizens' ideas of what they want; thus, at least during the thirties, Hitler was both responsive and effective; during the fifties and early sixties, the American government's ignoring of pollution problems was both responsive and effective. But a legitimate government cannot be always concerned with "day-to-day" or uncritical My definition of legitimacy, nonetheless, results in three limitations on the latitude of the systems to stipulate their own values-limitations inherent in the above analysis but not present in Friedrich-like definitions. In the first place, the government must be legitimate in terms of the "absolute" standards of legitimacy discussed above. Second, the systems may not demand self-destructive values. A government could not be legitimate in a country where self-destructive values were demanded by the system: for the government to pander to the demands would be to destroy the key value of the system and thus the government would be illegitimate; and the government that did not pander would be illegitimate unless and until its actions sufficed to modify the value pattern of the society.
A third limit rests in the idea of "compatibility," which insures that the several systems must demand, in general, classes of mutually compatible and viable values, rather than contradictory ones. For, to demand contradictory values is to insure that there can be no legitimate government and, furthermore, is to invite a sort of self-destructive confusion or even schizophrenia. But, to demand mutually viable values or, more precisely, for each system to have in its value pattern mutually viable values, imposes limits on the range of values each system-society, group, or individualcan have. For instance, a system that wants its world to be comprehendible and predictable, that wishes to be able to see some relations between means and ends, would probably have also in its value pattern values incompatible with arbitrary rule, a set of lies from the government, or a set of unfulfilled promises from the government. wellean values. Even in lieu of operationalized Lasswellean values-and it may be difficult, even for a convinced Lasswellean, to imagine the intersubjectively successful operationalization of the "value pattern of the society taken as a system"-operationalization is still possible. Determining value patterns at the systems levels of individuals and groups is, of course, a common task of psychologists, sociologists, political scientists, and cultural anthropologists. Determining the value patterns at the systems level of other societies is, equally, a common task of those studying international relations. The most difficult operationalization, that of the "value pattern of the society taken as a system," is the task of historians and also-and more rigorously-of political scientists, as in the Civic Culture. And it should not be difficult to examine the results of governmental output in the same language as the values of the systems. Two problems are immediately apparent. First, and more minor, is the problem that the "results of governmental output" are numerous, indeed in the modern world almost (it seems) infinite; to ascertain all results of governmental output, even for one year, would probably be the task of a (long) life-time. But a researcher can be selective, through wise discretion or random sampling.
The second problem is that, after operationalizing results of governmental output and the value patterns of systems on each of the four systems levels, it may be difficult to meld the judgments of legitimacy for each system level into the one single judgment so essential for comparisons. The answer may be theoretically impossible but in practical terms possible. For there probably exists a high correlation between legitimacy relative to the system level of individuals and that of groups. The value patterns of groups are probably very similar to the value patterns of their members. Few individuals join or stay in groups whose value patterns and key values differ markedly from the individual's; similarly, few groups remain viable when their value patterns differ from those of many of their members. Compulsory membership organizations-for example, some labor unions, some armies-might seem to be the chief exceptions; but recent research and analysis indicate a high degree of responsiveness by elites to the demands of the rank and file even in German trade unions, that is, indicate a similarity in value patterns between the group and its members.34 To a slightly lesser degree, a high correlation between the society's value pattern and the value patterns of its groups and individuals might be expected. For individuals are socialized and educated, to some extent, into the society; and their value patterns are a component of the society's value pattern. Thus, the correlation or similarity among at least three system levels' value patterns is probably fairly good.
On the other hand, I see no reason why a high similarity would necessarily exist between legitimacy relative to the international system and legitimacy relative to any of the three internal systems.35 Thus, there may exist no way to unite legitimacy relative to the international system with legitimacy relative to the three internal systems levels. At least, however, the judgments of legitimacy relative to the internal systems may be similar, so that cross-national comparisons of internal legitimacy are possible.
The operationalization of legitimacy as proposed here is not a simple process. The value patterns of the society as a whole, of the groups within the society, and of the individuals within the society must be ascertained; the results of governmental output-in terms both of what values it results in and of its significance-must be found; and then the two categories must be compared for compatibility. It is a difficult problem.
But it is a soluble problem, an empirical problem to which there is an answer. And, interestingly enough, the definition of legitimacy here proposed can be operationalized in a way that is both free from problems of the common, Friedrich-like definitions and productive of more information than they are. It is by no means simple to convert the Friedrich-like definition into a (comprehensible) survey question, especially one that distinguishes "legitimacy" percentage of relevant systems' value patterns; the range within which value patterns can be changed without requiring a major change in governmental output, etc.36 The operationalization of the definition of legitimacy here proposed, then, is an operationalization leading to empirical knowledge that is useful for prediction and for policy, for theory and for practice.
36. In terms of description, prediction, and policy advising, the operationalization at the level of individuals and groups is the most important operationalization of internal legitimacy. That is, that operationalization which is the most difficult-"the value pattern of society as a system"-is the one which is also least necessary in practice.
